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ABSTRACT
This study examines the role of the family in 
inhibiting marijuana smoking among respondents who report 
that their friends use marijuana.
The research focuses on a group of respondents 
(N=332) from the National Youth Survey. These 
respondents reported in 1979 that they had not used 
marijuana in the previous year, but they had friends who 
did. Examining 1980 data for this group, I distinguish 
those respondents who continue to report non-use (N=238) 
from those who report that they have started using 
marijuana (N=94).
I hypothesize that family variables mediate the 
effects of deviant peers on marijuana smoking behavior. 
Specifically, those who report continued abstinence in 
1980 will also report family relationships that are 
cohesive and communicative, and will characterize 
parental influences as important to them. Those who 
report having begun marijuana use during the year 1980 
will not report these same family experiences.
The research reported here suggests that the role of 
family function in mediating the effects of deviant peers 
is more complex than was expected. The data reveal that 
adolescents’ beliefs about their parents' probable 
reaction to the use of marijuana is significantly related 
to their actual use.' Those who anticipated a negative 
reaction from their parents were less likely to use.
Also, those who reported that being honest with their 
parents is important to them were less likely to use. 
However, the majority of the variables examined were not 
found significantly related to use.
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FAMILY FUNCTION 
AND MARIJUANA USE, CONTROLLING FOR MARIJUANA USING PEERS
INTRODUCTION
Almost all of the studies testing propositions of 
Learning Theory (Sutherland, 1947; Burgess and Akers, 
1966; Akers, 1973) have found that association with 
delinquent peers is the best predictor of delinquency. 
However, some adolescents appear to resist peer 
influence. What insulates youth who are not deviant from 
the effects of associating with deviant peers?
Generally, the family has been viewed as a factor that 
influences adolescents to conform to conventional 
behavioral standards.
When examining the research literature on family and 
delinquency, it is useful to divide family variables into 
two categories: structural and functional (Geismar and 
Wood, 1986). Structural variables include family size, 
birth order, broken homes, and working mothers.
Functional variables include parental affection and 
acceptance, family relationships, parental supervision 
and discipline, and deviance by family members(LeFlore, 
1988:629). According to Geismar and Wood (1986),there is 
general agreement that family structural and functional 
variables correlate with delinquency, even though they 
have low explanatory power.
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Some sociologists (see: for example, Tygart, 1991) 
have researched structural components of the family and 
how they affect functional components, which in turn 
affect delinquency. Others (see: for example, Laub and 
Sampson, 1988) have focused their research on examining 
the effects of functional components of the family in 
influencing delinquency when structure is controlled. 
Still others (see: Brody and Forehand, 1993; Hundleby and 
Mercer, 1987) have researched how both structural and 
functional components of the family influence each other, 
and how both then influence delinquency in a combined 
causal process.
I discuss the strengths of Social Learning Theory
and how association with deviant peers has been found to
be the best predictor of delinquency. I then review
literature on the family and how structural and
functional components of the family influence delinquent
behavior. I use data from the National Youth Survey
(Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton, 1985) to examine
marijuana use and family relationships in 1979 and 1980.
The analysis begins with 332 respondents who reported in
197 9 that they did not use marijuana but that they had
friends who did. These are the respondents in the sample
who satisfy the two conditions of this research,
reported: (1)abstinence from marijuana use and (2)
marijuana using peers. I examine those same respondents
in 1980 to determine if any of these non-users report use
3
in the subsequent survey. I then compare the family 
relationships of those who report use in 1980 to those 
respondents who continue to report abstinence.
4
CHAPTER I 
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
Social Learning Theory
Social Learning Theory, an extension of Differential 
Association Theory (Sutherland, 1947), was proposed by 
Burgess and Akers (1966) and refined by Ronald Akers 
(1973). The variables identified in Social Learning 
Theory that promote or inhibit delinquency are 
imitation, differential reinforcement, definitions, and 
differential associations.
Imitation refers to "engaging in behavior after 
observation of othersT behavior" (Akers, 1973:52). Akers 
states that youth are exposed to and learn deviant 
behavior through the deviant peer group, and initially 
practice deviant behavior by imitating what they see 
their peers do. Imitation has been researched minimally 
and hypotheses about its effects have received little 
empirical support. Imitation has been found to be the 
weakest predictor of delinquency. This may be due to 
the minimal research using this variable, or it may 
result from the inherent weakness of the variable as it 
is included in the theory.
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Differential Reinforcement refers to the rewards 
received through practicing certain behaviors, weighed 
against the rewards received through practicing 
alternative behaviors. Burgess and Akers (1966:144) 
argue that "associations with criminal persons and groups 
[are] important to the extent that they ensure that 
deviant behavior will receive greater amounts of 
reinforcement at more frequent intervals or with a higher 
degree of probability than conforming behavior."
According to Akers, the concept of definitions 
refers to how individuals internalize beliefs about 
certain behaviors. More specifically, the concept refers 
to how people construct beliefs about behaviors as being 
right or wrong. Essentially, the concept of definitions 
is a specific and measurable reference to how people 
place value judgments on certain behaviors.
Finally, the last and most powerful variable of 
Social Learning Theory is differential association. This 
variable refers to patterns of interpersonal 
relationships and the relevance of those for learning 
certain deviant behaviors. While in the presence of 
others who are practicing deviant behavior, an individual 
learns both definitions and techniques of deviant 
performance. The theory proposes that members of a peer 
group share similar behavioral traits because they teach 
each other behaviors and ideologies about behaviors and
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that those who associate with delinquents are likely to 
be or become delinquent.
Akers argues that the four propositions outlined in 
his Social Learning Theory are main factors in either 
promoting or inhibiting delinquent behavior. Deviant 
behavior is most likely when an adolescent has deviant 
peers, has observed deviant behavior, has gained positive 
reinforcement to practice deviant behavior, and has 
defined certain behaviors as acceptable.
Research testing Social Learning Theory hypotheses 
is extensive, and the results indicate that the theory 
has broad scope and is a parsimonious explanation of 
diverse types of deviant behavior (see: for example, 
Conger, 1976; Akers, Krohn, Lanza-Kaduce and Radosevich, 
1979; Akers and Cochran, 1985; Dembo et al., 1986; Spear 
and Akers, 1988; Akers, Lagreca, Cochran, and Sellers, 
1989; Sellers and Winfree, 1990; Agnew, 1991; Warr and 
Stafford 1991; Warr 1993; Hoffman, 1993). Social 
Learning Theory is offered frequently as an explanation 
of adolescent drug use.
Winfree and Griffiths (1983), for example, studied
marijuana use among two cohorts of rural middle school
students and found strong support for Social Learning
Theory. The researchers found that more than 50% of the
variance in marijuana using behavior was accounted for by
the variables of the theory. The authors indicate that
experimental use of marijuana is highly dependent upon
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differential association. More specifically, 
"differential associations were the best predictors of 
marijuana use, followed in descending order by deviance 
supporting definitions, social reinforcements, and 
social/nonsocial reinforcements" (Winfree and Griffiths, 
1983:231).
A  study conducted by Orcutt (1987) further 
illustrates the power of Social Learning Theory in 
explaining illegal drug use. In his study of marijuana 
use at two colleges, Orcutt found that "among those 
[students] with positive definitions [of marijuana use] 
whose four closest friends all use marijuana, marijuana 
use [of responding students] is a virtual certainty” 
(Orcutt, 1987:349). Among those with negative 
definitions, whose four closest friends use marijuana, 67 
percent report marijuana use. This finding coincides 
with Winfree and Griffiths' (1983) conclusion that 
associating with marijuana smoking peers is a better 
predictor of adolescent marijuana use than are 
definitions and differential reinforcements supporting 
the behavior. The results also suggest that peer 
association with marijuana smokers can be more 
influential than an adolescent's belief that marijuana 
smoking is wrong.
The empirical literature makes a strong case for the
power of associations as causes of deviant behavior, and
particularly marijuana use. However, there are
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adolescents who report that they do not use marijuana 
even though their peers do. For example, roughly 10 
percent of the adolescents in Orcuttfs (1987) study had 
close associations with marijuana smoking peers and 
positive definitions of marijuana smoking, but reported 
that they did not smoke marijuana. This small population 
represents an important exception in need of close 
investigation. What is it that mediates the influence of 
deviant peers for those adolescents who resist peer 
influence? Possible answers are considered in the 
following review of research on the family's role in 
delinquency causation.
The Family and Adolescent Delinquency
As stated earlier, researchers have found it useful
to differentiate family structure from family function.
There are consistent findings that support family
functional variables as being more predictive of
delinquency than family structural variables. Family
structure has been found to have weak direct effects on
delinquency. Some research has found structural
variables to be predictive of functional variables, which
then affect delinquency (see: Tygart, 1991). However,
researchers also have shown that, while structural
variables may indirectly influence delinquency through
their effects on functional variables, family functional
variables also may mediate the effects that structural
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variables have (see: Laub and Sampson,1988). The family 
functional variables that consistently have been found to 
influence delinquency are family cohesiveness, 
expressiveness, and attachment, and parental supervision 
and discipline.
Suggesting that family structure influences family 
function, which then influences delinquency, Hirschi (in 
Wilson and Petersilia, 138:1995) states that broken 
families have trouble supervising and disciplining their 
children and that it follows that we can reduce 
delinquency by strengthening the family and by improving 
the quality of family child-rearing practices. Hirschi 
asserts delinquency reduction efforts should focus
"on the form, size and stability of the family 
unit. There should be two parents for every 
child; the number of children [in the family] 
should be small; the bonds between husband and 
wife and between parents and children should be 
strong and durable” (Hirschi, in Wilson and 
Petersilia, 138:1995).
Hirschi’s comments represent a perspective that stresses 
the importance of family structure. However, Hirschi
(in Wilson and Petersilia, 138:1995) further states that 
once the problem of broken families with weak or 
nonexistent structures is addressed, families should 
invest in improving the quality of family child-rearing 
practices. This statement, among others, stresses the 
importance of family function. Laub and Sampson (1988)
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suggest that when examining family structure and 
function, the function of the family is a more 
influential factor in adolescent delinquency. Throughout 
the research literature on the family and delinquency 
there are varying perspectives on which aspect of the 
family, structure or function, is more influential in an 
adolescent's life.
Tygart (1991) examined how the structural variable 
of family size influences family function and 
delinquency. He notes that past research suggests that 
relationships exist between family size and delinquency 
due to the fact that large families often are poor 
(Tygart, 1991:525). However, he also points out that the 
relationship between socioeconomic status and delinquency 
was based largely on assumptive and biased research 
(Tygart, 1991:531). Tygart created a hypothesis based on 
the types of relationships that members of a family have. 
He hypothesized "that increased family size will have a 
positive association with both increased delinquency and 
greater peer group influence. The general analytical 
model [is] that increased family size brings about 
decreased family influences that lead to greater peer 
group influences and ultimately increased delinquency" 
(Tygart, 1991:527).
Tygart*s sample consisted of 400 male and 400 female
tenth-grade students who were selected randomly from a
school district in California. Respondents were asked
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about delinquent acts within the past year, the number of 
brothers and sisters they have, how much influence their 
parents have, how they felt about their mothers and 
fathers, and how much influence their peers have.
Tygart1s results indicate that, as compared to youth 
from small families, "those in large families did not 
feel as close to their parents"(Tygart, 1991:529). 
Further, youth from larger families perceived their 
parents as having less influential control in decision 
making and less influence in helping them stay out of 
trouble. These same youth also report higher rates of 
delinquency (Tygart, 1991:529). The results suggest that 
weak parental influence is associated with higher 
delinquency rates, and weak parental influence is 
increased when an individual comes from a large family. 
The results also support the claim that how a family is 
structured and organized influences how a family 
functions. However, Tygart's results also suggest that 
the quality of the relationship among adolescents and 
their family members is more directly linked to 
delinquency than is family structure.
Where Tygart1s (1991) study focused on how family
structure influenced family function, Hundleby and
Mercer’s (1987) research focused on examining which,
structure or function, is more predictive of delinquency.
Their data were collected from a sample of 1,008 male and
1,040 female ninth-graders dispersed among 40 Ontario
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schools. Their research focused on how family structure, 
and family and peers' social environments influenced the 
use of alcohol, tobacco, and marijuana by the 
respondents.
Some of the functional variables that Hundleby and 
Mercer used for their study of the family were trust and 
concern, sociability, indifference and communication. 
Trust and concern is a variable that was measured by 
asking if the family respected, trusted, or was proud of 
the respondent. Sociability, a variable that focuses on 
the amount of interaction that members of a family have, 
was operationalized by inquiring about how often the 
family did things together. The concept of indifference 
refers to outward communication about important issues 
expressed by family members, and was measured by asking 
if the family members speak their minds or keep things to 
themselves. Family communication was measured by asking 
the respondent to report how much the family talks in the 
home (Hundleby and Mercer 1987:154).
Some of the structural variables researched in this 
study were drug use by family members, family size, 
mobility, attendance of religious events, socioeconomic 
status of parents and parents' education level.
Three variables, delinquent friends, friends’
interpersonal warmth and trust, and interpersonal
enjoyment, were used by Hundleby and Mercer to measure
characteristics of the peer group. They discuss the
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concept of delinquent friends and measure this by asking 
if the respondents' friends think that it is OK to steal 
if they don't get caught, and by asking for the number of 
friends who have had trouble with the police. The 
presence of delinquent friends is measured by affirmative 
responses to these questions. Friends' interpersonal 
warmth and trust is operationalized by asking whether or 
not the respondents talk about personal problems with 
their peers. Interpersonal enjoyment was measured by 
asking if respondents usually have fun with their peer 
groups (Hundleby and Mercer, 1987:155).
Hundleby and Mercer's (1987:157) correlation and 
regression analyses of the family characteristics and 
adolescent drug use indicate that the variable of trust 
and concern is a major predictor of respondent drug use 
(Hundleby and Mercer, 1987:157). Another finding of the 
study was that the type of parent-child relationships, 
rather than structural characteristics of the family, 
were predictive of adolescent drug use (Hundleby and 
Mercer, 1987:160). Those who reported high amounts of 
affection, support and trust from their family also 
reported lower delinquency rates (Hundleby and Mercer, 
1987:162)
Other research conducted to examine the
relationships of family function and structure with
delinquency has been conducted by Laub and Sampson
(1988). They used the original data from Sheldon and
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Eleanor Gluecks’ (1950) Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency
to conduct their study. The structural variables that 
they examined were household crowding and family 
disruption. They also examined a set of demographic 
variables that included economic status, nationality at 
birth, residential mobility, irregular employment of the 
guardian, and mother’s and father's criminality and 
drunkenness. The family function variables that they 
examined were parental supervision and discipline, and 
family attachments. Their research was conducted to 
examine the direct effects of structural variables on 
delinquency and on family function, and how in turn 
family function directly affects delinquency. They 
hypothesized that family function would have the 
strongest effect on delinquency and that structural 
variables would influence delinquency indirectly through 
functional variables.
Note that Laub and Sampson (1988) use the term
process when most other researchers use the term function
when discussing certain variables. I will use the more
consistently used term of function. In their research,
Laub and Sampson found that "family process [function]
variables are directly related to serious and persistent
delinquency” and that "none of the structural background
factors had a significant, direct effect on delinquency.
Instead, family function mediated some 80% of the effect
of structural background on delinquency"(Laub and
15
Sampson, 1988:375). Their findings also supported 
parental supervision, attachment, and discipline as the 
functional variables that had the greatest effects on 
delinquency. Adolescents with strong emotional ties to 
their parents, which were achieved through consistent 
supervision and close association with the parents, were 
found to be nondelinquent.
In research attempting to examine the predictive 
power of family function, LeFlore (1988) sought to the 
answer the research question, "Is there a difference in 
the perceived family environment for lower socioeconomic 
level repetitive/serious delinquents when compared with a 
statistically matched group of nondelinquents?" (LeFlore, 
1988:633). Leflore also sought to answer the question, 
"What combination of selected demographic, family 
structure, and family environment variables best 
distinguishes between repetitive/serious delinquent and 
official, nondelinquent, lower socioeconomic level 
youths" (LeFlore, 1988:633). Note that LeFlore (1988) 
uses the terminology family environment to refer to 
certain variables that other researches call family 
function. As mentioned before, I will use the term 
family function.
LeFlore defined delinquents as those who were under
juvenile court supervision and who had been referred to
the juvenile court on at least five different occasions
or had five or more offenses recorded (LeFlore,
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1988:633). The nondelinquents were selected from the 
local public junior and senior high schools. Those 
selected as nondelinquents had not been under juvenile 
court supervision at any time (LeFlore, 1988:633).
LeFlore contacted local courts to obtain a sample of 
repetitive juvenile offenders with low socioeconomic 
status. His efforts gave him a delinquent sample of 68 
adolescents. The average age of the delinquent 
respondents was 15.4 (LeFlore, 1988:633). He then 
statistically matched 130 nondelinquents who share a 
similar socioeconomic status and age. He obtained the 
group of nondelinquents by submitting a questionnaire to 
the local public junior and senior high schools. Those 
who were not under juvenile court supervision and had 
parental permission completed the survey (N=373). From 
this group, Leflore selected 130 respondents based on 
age, SES, race, sex, parents’ education and occupation, 
and family size, sibling rank, number of siblings, and 
family intactness. These respondents were considered as 
a group of nondelinquents to compare with his previously 
selected group of delinquents.
Some of the variables examined by LeFlore were
similar to those researched by Hundleby and Mercer (1987)
to measure the concept of family function. He defined
cohesiveness as the extent to which family members are
concerned with and committed to each other and the degree
to which family members are helpful and supportive of
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each other. Expressiveness was defined as the extent to 
which members are allowed and encouraged to act openly 
and to express their feelings (LeFlore, 1988:635). He 
also examined the following structural and demographic 
variables of the family: number of family members, 
marital status of the parents/guardians, and religiosity. 
LeFlore used the Family Environment Scale (FES) to 
measure the variables (see; Moos, 1974). The Family 
Environment Scale was created to supply measures of the 
quality or type of family relationships and the direction 
of personal growth of family members in the home 
(LeFlore, 1988:634).
In his examination of the two groups of respondents, 
LeFlore found that nondelinquents perceived their 
families as more active, cohesive and expressive as 
compared to the delinquents' perceptions of their 
families (LeFlore, 1988:636). It is important to note, 
however, that LeFlore did not examine the influence of 
peers in his study. Thus, the relative contributions of 
various family variables and peer influences cannot be 
determined in this study. Also, Leflore (1988) did not 
use longitudinal data for his study. It is difficult to 
establish proper cause and effect relationships because 
the data used are cross-sectional.
The above review suggests the complexity of two
major types of family variables: structural and
functional (see: Geismar and Wood, 1986; and Hirschi in
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Wilson and Petersilia, 1995), especially in relation to 
peer relationship variables. It suggests that family 
function variables are more predictive of delinquency 
than are variables of family structure (see also: Rankin 
and Kern, 1994; Brody and Forehand, 1993; and VanVoorhis 
et al., 1988). Further, the research of Laub and Sampson 
(1988) demonstrates that in some cases, variables of 
family function mediate the effects of family structure 
on delinquency. Finally, the research findings of 
Leflore (1988) suggest that nondelinquents perceived 
their families as being more active, cohesive and 
expressive than delinquents did (LeFlore, 1988:636).
What remains yet to be considered are the effects of 
family variables on youth who have deviant peers. This 
research asks specifically about the effects of family 
function variables in mediating the influence of deviant 
peers.
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CHAPTER II 
HYPOTHESES AND STUDY DESIGN
Hypotheses
The purpose of this research is to examine the 
effects of family relationships in insulating adolescents 
from the influence of deviant peers. I examine a sample 
of respondents from the 197 9 wave of the National Youth 
Survey who report that they did not use marijuana in the 
previous year but they had friends who did. I 
hypothesize that respondents who report strong and 
conventional family influences will not report having 
used marijuana in 1980, in spite of their relationships 
with marijuana using peers in 1979. Conversely, I 
hypothesize that respondents with marijuana using peers 
who report weak and non-conventional family influences 
will report using marijuana in 1980. I will examine 
three primary independent variables individually and 
collectively, while controlling for the presence of 
deviant peers. The independent variables are family 
cohesion, family communication, and parental influence. 
The dependent variable is marijuana smoking.
20
Family Cohesion
Hypothesis la: There is a significant negative 
correlation between the level of 
family cohesion in 197 9 and 
marijuana use in 1980.
Hypothesis lb: There is a significant negative 
correlation between the level of 
family cohesion in 1980 and 
marijuana use in 1980.
Family Communication
Hypothesis Ila:
Hypothesis lib
There is a significant negative 
correlation between family 
communication in 197 9 and 
marijuana use in 1980.
There is a significant negative 
correlation between family 
communication in 1980 and 
marijuana use in 1980.
Parental Influence
Hypothesis Ilia There is a significant negative 
correlation between parental 
influence in 197 9 and marijuana 
use in 1980.
Hypothesis Illb There is a significant negative 
correlation between parental 
influence in 1980 and marijuana 
use in 1980.
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STUDY DESIGN 
Data
This study examines National Youth Survey data 
collected by Delbert S. Elliott, David Huizinga and 
Suzanne Ageton (1985) in years 1980 and 1981 on 
information and events pertaining to the years 197 9 and 
1980. The National Youth Survey is a longitudinal cohort 
study of randomly selected adolescents, which began in 
1976. The initial sample consisted of 1,725 adolescent 
boys and girls between the ages of 11 and 17. Youth who 
initially participated in the survey "appear[ed] to be 
representative of the total 11 through 17 year old youth 
population in the United States as established by the 
U.S. Census Bureau" (Elliott and Huizinga, 1983). 
Respondent loss between the years 1976 and 1981 was 
13.4%, leaving the sample size in 1981 at 1,494 (Elliott 
and Huizinga, 152:1983). For more information on the 
National Youth Survey please see Elliott, Huizinga, and 
Ageton (1985).
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Sample
From the 197 9 National Youth Survey data, I 
extracted those respondents who reported that they did 
not smoke marijuana but that their friends did (N=332). 
The household and respondent identification numbers of 
these respondents were used to extract data about the 
same respondents from the 1980 wave. Of the 332 
respondents who reported in 1979 that they did not smoke 
marijuana but had friends who did, 238 continued to 
report non use and 94 reported use in 1980. Of the 
respondents from the 197 9 wave reporting that they did 
not use marijuana but have friends who did (N=332), 52 
percent are male (N=183) and 48 percent are female 
(N=171). The ethnic composition of the group is 75% 
White, 17% Black, and 8% other. The average age is 17.
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CHAPTER III 
MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES
The dependent variable for this study is marijuana 
smoking reported by the respondents in the year 1980 and 
is measured by the question listed below.
Marijuana use - "How many times in this past year have 
you smoked marijuana or hashish?"
Responses were open ended. However, I dichotomized the 
responses (0= No use, 1= Use). The reason for 
dichotomizing the dependent variable was that I am 
interested only in the distinction between use and non­
use .
The independent variables for this research are 
family cohesiveness, communication, and parental 
influence. The data for the independent variables were 
extracted from the 1979 and 1980 waves of the National 
Youth Survey.
I recoded the independent variables such that higher 
reported values represent the strongest positive 
responses and lower reported values represent weaker 
responses.
24
Family Cohesiveness
Cohesiveness is a concept that refers to the 
closeness of family relationships and is measured using 
three variables. Family cohesiveness includes measures 
of 1) family interest in problems (which is coded 
negatively); 2) feeling like an outsider with family; 3) 
family closeness.
Negative Family Interest- The survey question is as 
follows: "My family doesn't take much interest in my 
problems." (1) strongly agree (2) agree (3) neither (4) 
disagree (5) strongly disagree .
Outsider with family- The survey question is as follows: 
"I feel like an outsider with my family." (1) strongly 
agree (2) agree (3) neither (4) disagree (5) strongly 
disagree.
Family closeness - The survey question is as follows: "I 
feel close to my family." (1) strongly disagree (2) 
disagree (3) neither (4) agree (5) strongly agree.
Family Communication
The concept of communication refers to how much 
juveniles are encouraged to openly express themselves and 
discuss varying topics with their parents, and is 
measured using four variables. Family communication 
includes measures of 1) how important respondents believe 
it is to have parents to talk to; 2) how respondents 
believe they are doing in talking to parents; 3) the 
families' willingness to listen; 4) honesty with parents.
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Importance of Parental Communication- The survey question 
is as follows: "How important is it to you to have 
parents you can talk to about almost everything?" (1) 
not important (3) somewhat important (5) very important.®
Evaluation of Parental Communication- The survey question 
is as follows: "How well are you doing at this [talking 
to parents]." (1) not well (3) O.K. (5) very well.®
Family listens - The survey question is as follows: "My 
family is willing to listen if I have a problem" (1) 
strongly disagree (2) disagree (3) neither (4) agree (5) 
strongly agree.
Honesty with parents- The survey question is as follows: 
"It's important to be honest with your parents even if 
they become upset or you get punished." (1) strongly 
disagree (2) disagree (3) neither (4) agree (5) strongly 
agree.
Parental Influence
Parental influence refers to the level of influence 
parents have with the respondent and is measured using 
two variables: 1) level of parental influence; 2) parents 
reaction to drug use.
Parents' Influence - The survey question is as follows: 
"how much have your parents influenced what you've 
thought and done?" (1) very little (2) not too much (3) 
some (4) quite a bit (5) a great deal.
Anticipated Parental Reaction- The survey question is as 
follows: "how would your parents react if you used 
marijuana or hashish?" (1) strongly approve (2) approve 
(3) neither (4) disapprove (5) strongly disapprove.
@Please note that this variable has three responses scored with values of 1,3, and 5. 
This is how the variable was scored on the survey. I used the same values for my 
research.
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Overall Family Relationship Index
I created a family relationship index for 1979 and 
1980 by totaling up the scores from each of the nine 
independent variables from each year.# Higher scores 
represent stronger family relationships and lower scores 
represent weaker family relationships.
Dichotomized Family Relationship Measure
I dichotomized the family relationship index totals 
from 1979 and 1980 by coding all scores of 38 or higher 
as 1, indicating a strong family relationship, and all of 
those scores below 38 as 0. I used all responses of 4 
and 5 as indicators of strong family relationships and 3 
and below as weak family relationships. However, two 
variables do not have response categories of 2's and 4 ’s. 
I derived the number 38 as the lowest possible score of 
strong family relationships by multiplying 2 times 5 for 
those variables that do not have 4 as an available 
response category. I added this number to the total of 4 
times 7 for the remaining variables.
#Seven variables have responses categories ranging 1 through 5. Two variables have 
response categories of 1,3, and 5. The score possibilities range from 9 to 45. 
However, there is not a continuous range from 9 to 45 because two o f the variables 
lack responses categories of 2’s and 4's.
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS
The test of association between the overall family 
relationship index in 1979 and marijuana use in 1980 
demonstrated that there exists no significant 
relationship (Pearson's r=-.084, p=.173).
Table 1 provides the test of association between the 
dichotomized family relationship index in 1979 and 
marijuana use in 1980. The table indicates that no 
significant relationship exists (Chi-square=2.246, 
p=.134; Phi=-.082, p=.134).
Table 1
Dichotomized Family Relationship Index (1979)
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use Weak Strong Row
0 1 Total
No 0 115 123 238
68.0% 75.5% 71.7%
54 40 94
Yes 1 32.0% 24.5% 28.3%
Column 169 14
Total 50. 9% 49.1% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 2 .246 1 0.134
Phi -0.082 0.134
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Tables 2 through 4 provide the results of tests of 
association between family cohesiveness in 1979 and 
marijuana use in 1980. None of the variables is 
significantly related to marijuana use in 1980. Thus, 
hypothesis la is not supported.
Table 2
Negative Family Interest(1979) 
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use Strongly
agree
1 2 3 4
Strongly
disagree
5
No 0 ! 1 
: 33.3%
10
76.9%
13
86.7%
140
72.2%
74
69.2%
Yes 1
j 2 
1 66.7%
3
23.1%
2
13.3%
54
27 .8%
33
30.8%
Column
Total
3
1.0%
13
3.9%
15
4.5%
194
58.4%
107
32.2%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 4.367 4 0.359
Row
Total
238
71.7%
94
28.3%
332
100%
Tau b -0.044 0. 402
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Table 3
Outsider with family (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Strongly Strongly
Use agree disagree Row
1 2 3 4 5 Total
No 0 3 7 6 139 83 238
75.0% 70.0% 66.7% 73.2% 69.7% 71.7%
1 3 3 51 36 94
Yes 1 25.0% 30.0% 33.3% 26.8% 30.3% 28.3%
Column 4 10 9 190 119
Total 1.2% 3.0% 2.7% 57 .2% 35.8% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 0.57 4 0.966
Tau b -0.024 0 . 659
Table 4*
Family closeness (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Strongly Strongly
Use disagree Agree Row
1 2 3 4 5 Total
No 0 1 3 7 148 79 238
100.0% 60.0% 53.8% 71.5% 74 .5% 71.7%
0 2 6 59 27 94
Yes 1 0.0% 40.0% 46.2% 28.5% 25.5% 28.3%
Column 1 5 13 207 106
Total 0.3% 1.5* 3.9% 62 . 3% 31.9% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 3.195 4 0.526
Tau b -0.061 0.26
*Please take note of the presence of empty cells. This factor must be taken into
consideration when examining the data presented in this analysis
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Tables 5 through 8 provide the results of tests of 
association between the variables of family communication 
in 1979 and marijuana use in 1980. Importance of 
parental communication is close to being significantly 
related. However, none of the variables is significantly 
related to use in 1980. Thus, hypothesis Ila is not 
supported.
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Table 5
Importance of Parental Communication(1979) 
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Not Very
Use important important Row
1 3  5 Total
No 0 5 62 171 238
41.7% 71.3% 73.4% 71.7%
7 25 62 94
Yes 1 58.3% 28.7% 26.6% 28.3%
Column 12 87 233
Total 3.6% 26.2% 70.2% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig_.
Pearson 5. 669 2 0.059
Tau b -0. 07 0.214
Table 6
Evaluation of Parental Communication(1979) 
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Not O.K. Very
Use well well Row
1 3 5 Total
No 0 13 132 93 238
72.2% 71.0% 72.7% 71.7%
5 54 35 94
Yes 1 27.8% 29.0% 27.3% 28.3%
Column 18 186 128
Total 5.4% 56.0% 38.0% 332
100%
Chi_- S quare Value DF Sig.
Pearson 0.109 2 0.947
Tau b -0.014 0.787
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Table 7*
Family listens (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use
Strongly
disagree
1 2 3 4
Strongly
Agree
5
Row
Total
No 0 0
0.0%
5
62.5%
7
70.0%
170
72.3%
56
70.9%
238
71.7%
Yes 1
0
0.0%
3
37 .5%
3
30.0%
65 
27 .7%
23 
29.1%
94
28 .3%
Column
Total
0
0.0%
8
2 .4%
10
3.0%
235
70.8%
79
23.8% 332
100%
Chi-Square 
Pearson 
Tau b
Value
0.421
-0.002
DF
3
Sig.
0.936
0.977
Table 8
Honesty With Parents (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use
Strongly
disagree
1 2 3 4
Strongly
Agree
5
Row
Total
No 0 2
66.7%
6
66.7%
18
60.0%
160
72.7%
52
74.3%
238
71.7%
Yes 1
1
33.3%
3
33.3%
12
40.0%
60
27.3%
18
25.7%
94
28.3%
Column
Total
3
0.9%
9
2.7%
30
9.0%
220
66.3%
70
21.1% 332
100%
Chi-Square 
Pearson 
Tau b
Value
2.518
-0.063
DF
4
Sig.
0.641
0.24
*Please take note of the presence of empty cells. This factor must be taken into
consideration when examining the data presented in this analysis.
33
Of the variables used to measure parental influence 
in 197 9, how parents would react if the respondent used 
marijuana demonstrates a strong negative association with 
marijuana use in 1980 (Chi-square=9.225, p=.01; tau b=- 
.163, p=.004: see Table 9), showing partial support for 
hypothesis Ila. However, it’s important to note the 
presence of empty cells in this analysis.
Table 9*
Anticipated Parental Reaction (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Strongly Strongly
Use approve disapprove Row
1 2 3 4 5 Total
No 0 0 0 5 58 175 238
0.0% 0.0% 62 . 5% 60.4% 76.8% 71.7%
0 0 3 38 53 94
Yes 1 0.0% 0.0% 37.5% 39.6% 23.2% 28.3%
Column 0 0 8 96 228
Total 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 28.9% 68.7% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 9.225 2 0.01
Tau b -0.163 0.004
*Please take note of the presence of empty cells. This factor must be taken into
consideration when examining the data presented in this analysis.
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Table 10
Parents’ Influence (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use
Very
little
1 2 3 4
A Great 
Deal 
5
Row
Total
No 0 7
58.3%
6
50.0%
50 
74. 6%
85
67.5%
I 90 
| ,78.3%
238
71.7%
Yes 1
5
41.7%
6
50.0%
17
25.4%
41
32.5%
25 
| 21.7%
94
28.3%
Column
Total
12
3.6%
12
3.6%
67
20.2%
126
38.0%
115 
34. 6% 332
100%
Chi-Square 
Pearson 
Tau b
Value 
7. 678 
-0.09
DF
4
Sig. 
0.104 
0 .075
Overall, only one of the independent variables used 
to measure family cohesiveness, communication, and 
parental influence in 1979 is significantly related to 
the dependent variable (marijuana use) in 1980. That 
variable is anticipated parental reaction to the 
respondent using marijuana, and the data for that 
variable are skewed due to the presence of empty cells.
While only one independent variable from 197 9 is 
significantly related to use in 1980, one other variable 
had a distribution that warranted further examination, 
because while it is not statistically significant, it is 
close. That variable is the importance of parental 
communication. I created an index measure using 
anticipated parental reaction and importance of parental 
communication by adding up the scores from each variable 
and then examining the association between those scores
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and the dependent variable.& This examination indicates 
that there exists a significant negative association 
between this index and the dependent variable (Pearson's 
r=-.151, p=.006). Those respondents who place greater 
importance on parental communication and anticipate 
stronger negative parental reaction are less likely to 
use.
In order to further examine this association I 
dichotomized the index. The variable, importance of 
parental communication, has 1, 3, and 5 as response 
categories and anticipated parental reaction has response 
categories ranging 1 through 5. Thus, the lowest 
possible indicator of a strong relationship is 9. I 
coded all responses of 9 or higher as 1, indicating 
strong relationships and 8 and below 0, indicating weak 
relationships. Table 11 provides the results of tests of 
association between the dichotomized scores for these two 
variables and the dependent variable. There exists no 
significant relationship between the variables with 
dichotomized scores and the dependent variable (Chi- 
square=l.252, p=.263; Phi=-.061, p=.263).
&It’s important to note here that the variable of importance of parental
communication has response categories of 1,3, and 5 only. Thus, the index is not
continuous.
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Table 11
Dichotomized Index for Select Variables (1979)
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use Weak Strong Row
0 1 Total
No 0 71 167 238
67.6% 73.6% 71.7%
34 60 94
Yes 1 32.4% 26.4% 28.3%
Column 105 227
Total 31.6% 68.4% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 1.252 1 0.263
Phi -0.061 0.263
In keeping with the logic of causal ordering, I 
examined independent variable data from 197 9 and their 
effects on the dependent variable in 1980. However, 
examination of cross-sectional data is also important to 
determine the relationship between independent variables 
reported in 1980 and the dependent variable in the same 
year. Cross-sectional data gives us the chance to look 
at the relationship between independent and dependent 
variable measures occurring at the same time.
The test of association between the overall family 
relationship index in 1980 and marijuana use in 1980 
demonstrates that no significant relationship exists 
(Pearson’s r=-.094, p=.088). Table 12 provides the test 
of association between the dichotomized family 
relationship index in 1980 and marijuana use in 1980.
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The table indicates that no significant relationship 
exists (Chi-square=.115, p=.735; Phi=.019, p=.735).
Table 12
Dichotomized Family Relationship Index (1980)
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use Weak Strong Row
0 1 Total
No 0 232 6 238
71.8% 66.7% 71.7%
91 3 94
Yes 1 28.2% 33.3% 28.3%
Column 323 9
Total 97.3% 2.7% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Siq.
Pearson 0.115 1 0.735
Phi 0.019 0.735
Tables 13 through 15 provide the results of tests of 
association between family cohesiveness in 1980 and 
marijuana use in 1980. None of the measures of 
cohesiveness is significantly related to use in 1980. 
Thus, hypothesis lb is not supported.
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Table 13 
Negative Family Interest (1980) 
and Use(1980)
NYS Data
Use Strongly Strongly
disagree Agree Row
1 2 3 4 5 Total
No 0 1 8 8 148 73 238
33.3% 61. 5% 50 .0% 72 .9% 75.3% 71.7%
2 5 8 55 24 94
Yes 1 66.7% 38 . 5% 50.0% 27.1% 24.7% 28.3%
Column 3 13 16 203 97
Total 0.9% 3.9% 4.8% 61.1% 29.2% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 7.3 4 0.121
Tau b 0.094 0.083
Table 14*
Outsider With Family (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Strongly Strongly
Use disagree Agree Row
1 2 3 4 5 Total
No 0 0 4 12 136 86 238
0.0% 57.1% 70.6% 70.5% 76.1% 71.7%
2 3 5 57 27 94
Yes 1 100.0% 42.9% 29.4% 29.5% 23.9% 28.3%
Column 2 7 17 193 113
Total 0.6% 2.1% 5.1% 58.1% 34 .0% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF sig...
Pearson 7 .032 4 0.134
Tau b 0.083 0.117
*Please take note of the presence of empty cells. This factor must be taken into
consideration when examining the data presented in this analysis.
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Table 15*
Family Closeness (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Strongly Strongly
Use disagree Agree Row
1 2 3 4 5 Total
No 0 0 4 8 154 72 238
0.0% 50.0% 80.0% 72.3% 72 .7% 71.7%
2 4 2 59 27 94
Yes 1 100.0% 50.0% 20.0% 27.7% 27 .3% 28.3%
Column 2 8 10 213 99
Total 0.6% 2.4% 3.0% 64 .2% 29.8% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 7.35 4 0.118
Tau b -0.037 0.5
Tables 16 through 19 provide the results of tests of 
association among variables used to measure family 
communication in 1980 and marijuana use in 1980. The 
variable that asks about the importance of being honest 
with parents is significantly negatively associated with 
marijuana use in 1980 (Chi-square=10.054, p=.04; tau b=- 
.134 p=.014; see Table 13), demonstrating partial support 
for hypothesis lib. Evaluation of parental communication 
is close to being significant. However, none of the 
other variables used to measure family communication in 
1980 is significantly related.
*Please take note of the presence of empty cells. This factor must be taken into
consideration when examining the data presented in this analysis.
40
Table 16
Honesty With Parents (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Strongly Strongly
Use disagree Agree Row
1 2 3 4 5 Total
No 0 1 9 18 157 53 238
50.0% 50.0% 56.3% 74.4% 76.8% 71.7%
1 9 14 54 16 94
Yes 1 50.0% 50.0% 43.8% 25.6% 23.2% 28.3%
Column 2 18 32 211 69
Total 0.6% 5.4% 9.6% 63. 6% 20.8% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 10.054 4 0. 04
Tau b -0.134 0.014
Table 17
Importance of Parental Communication(1980) 
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Not Very
Use important important Row
1 3 5 Total
No 0 5 68 165 238
55. 6% 71. 6% 72 .4% 71.7%
4 27 63 94
Yes 1 44 .4% 28 .4% 27.6% 28.3%
Column 9 95 228
Total 2.7% 28 . 6% 68.7% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF sig.
Pearson 1.207 2 0.547
Tau b -0.028 0. 614
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Table 18
Evaluation of Parental Communication(1980) 
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Not O.K. Very
Use well well Row
1 3 5 Total
No 0 12 124 102 238
52.2% 71.7% 75.0% 71.7%
11 49 34 94
Yes 1 47.8% 28 .3% 25.0% 28.3%
Column 23 173 136
Total 6.9% 52.1% 41.0% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 5.05 2 0.08
Tau b -0.087 0.112
Table 19*
Family Listens (1980) and Use (1980) 
NYS Data
Use
Strongly
disagree
1 2 3 4
Strongly
Agree
5
Row
Total
No 0 0
0.0%
3
75.0%
6
55.0%
177
74.0%
52
68.0%
238
71.7%
Yes 1
1
100.0%
1
25.0%
5
45.0%
63
26.0%
24
32.0%
94
28.3%
Column
Total
1 4 11 240 76
332
100%
Chi-Square 
Pearson 
Tau b
Value
5.049
0.007
DF
4
Sig.
0.282
0.907
*Please take note of the presence of empty cells. This factor must be taken into
consideration when examining the data presented in this analysis.
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Tables 20 and 21 provide the measures of association 
between variables of parental influence in 1980 and 
marijuana use in 1980. How respondents believe that 
parents would react if the respondents used marijuana is 
significantly and negatively related to, marijuana use in 
1980 (Chi-square=17.046, p=.001; tau b=-.158, p=.006: see 
Table 20), partially supporting hypothesis Illb.
However, the analysis must be considered carefully 
because of the presence of empty cells.
Table 20*
Anticipated Parental Reaction (1980) 
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Strongly Strongly
Use approve disapprove Row
1 2 3 4 5 Total
No 0 | 0 0 2 74 162 238
I 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 67 .3% 76.4% 71.7%
! o 2 6 36 50 94
Yes 1 i o.o% 100.0% 75.0% 32.7% 23. 6% 28.3%
Column 0 2 8 110 212
Total 0.0% 0.6% 2.4% 33.1% 63.9% 332
100%
Chi--Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 17.046 3 0.001
Tau b -C.158 0.006
*Please take note of the presence of empty cells. This factor must be taken into
consideration when examining the data presented in this analysis.
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Table 21
Parents' Influence (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Very A Great
Use little Deal Row
1 2 3 4 5 Total
No 0 9 13 45 77 94 238
90.0% 76.5% 68.2% 68.1% 74 . 6% 71.7%
1 4 21 36 32 94
Yes 1 10.0% 23.5% 31.8% 31.9% 25.4% 28.3%
Column 10 17 66 113 126
Total 3.0% 5.1% 19.9% 34.0% 38 .0% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 3.471 4 0. 482
Tau b -0.019 0 .704
Overall, of the measures of family cohesiveness, 
communication and parental influence in 1980, two 
variables are significantly related to marijuana use in 
1980. Those variables are honesty with parents and 
anticipated parental reaction.
While two independent variables from 1980 are 
significantly related to use in 1980, one other variable 
had a distribution that warranted further examination. 
That variable is evaluation of parental communication. I 
created an index measure using these three variables by 
adding up the scores from each variable and then 
examining the association between the range of scores and 
the dependent variable. 070 This examination demonstrates 
that there exists a significant negative association 
between this index and the dependent variable (Pearson's
%It’s important to note here that the variable of evaluation of parental communication 
has response categories of 1,3, and 5 only. Thus, the index is not continuous.
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r=-.202, p=.001). Those respondents who report 
anticipated strong negative reaction from parents, that 
being honest with parents is important and that they are 
communicating well with their parents are less likely to 
use marijuana.
In order to further examine this association I 
dichotomized the index. The variable, evaluation of 
parental communication, has 1, 3, and 5 as response 
categories and the other two variables have response 
categories ranging 1 through 5. Thus, the lowest 
possible indicator of a strong relationship is 13. I 
coded all responses of 13 or higher as 1, indicating 
strong relationships and 12 and below 0, indicating weak 
relationships. Table 22 provides the results of tests of 
association between the dichotomized scores for these 
three variables and the dependent variable. There is a 
significant relationship between the dichotomized total 
of these three variables and the dependent variable (Chi- 
square=3.981, p=.046; Phi=-.110, p=.046).
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Table 22
Dichotomized Index for Select Variables (1980)
and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use Weak Strong Row
0 1 Total
No 0 131 107 238
67 .5% 77.5% 71.7%
63 31 94
Yes 1 32.5% 22.5% 28.3%
Column 194 138
Total 58.4% 41.6% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 3. 981 1 0.046
Phi -0.11 0 .046
Tables 23 through 36 provide the results of tests of 
association between marijuana use in 1980 and the 
following family control variables: gender; race; parents 
separation; divorce; remarriage, or death; and 
respondent's living arrangement for both 1979 and 1980. 
None of the selected family control variables is 
significantly related to the dependent variable.
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Table 23
Gender (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use
Male Female Row
1 2 Total
No 0 126 112 238
72.8% 70.4% 7.1.7%
47 47 94
Yes 1 27.2% 29.6% 28.3%
Column 173 159
Total 52.1% 47.9% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Si.S-
Pearson 0.234 1 0. 629
Phi 0.027 0. 629
Table 24 
Race (1979) and Use (1980) 
NYS Data
Use White Minority Row
1 2 Total
No 0 183 55 238
73.2% 67.1% 71.7%
67 27 94
Yes 1 26.8% 32.9% 28.3%
Column 250 82
Total 75.3% 24 .7% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Siq.
Pearson 1.142 1 0.285
Phi 0.059 0.285
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Table 25
Parents Separation (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use No Yes Row
1 2 Total
No 0 230 8 238
72.1% 61.5% 71.7%
89 5 94
Yes 1 27.9% 38 .5% 28.3%
Column 319 13
Total 96.1% 3.9% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF sig
Pearson 0. 687 1 0.407
Phi 0.045 0. 407
Table 26
Parents Divorce (1979). and Use (1980) 
NYS Data
Use No Yes Row
1 2 Total
No 0 231 7 238
71.3% 87.5% 71.7%
93 1 94
Yes 1 28.7% 12.5% 28.3%
Column 324 8
Total 97. 6% 2.4% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Siq.
Pearson 1.01 1 0.315
Phi -0.055 0.315
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Table 27
Parents Remarriage (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use No Yes Row
1 2 Total
No 0 231 7 238
71.3% 87.5% 71.7%
93 1 94
Yes 1 28 .7% 12.5% 28 .3%
Column 324 8
Total 97.6% 2 .4% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF sig...
Pearson 1.01 1 0.315
Phi -0.055 0.315
Table 28
Parents Death (1979) and Use (1980) 
NYS Data
Use No Yes Row
1 2 Total
No 0 233 5 238
71.7% 71.4% 71.7%
92 2 94
Yes 1 28.3% 28 . 6% 28.3%
Column 325 7
Total 97 . 9% 2 .1% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Siq.
Pearson 0.0001 1 0.988
Phi 0.001 0.988
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Table 29
With.Whom Living (1979) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use Mother and Mother Father Other Row
Father Only Only
1 2 3 4 Total
No 0 132 37 2 67 238
71.0% 72.5% 66.7% 72.8% 71.7%
54 14 1 25 94
Yes 1 29.0% 27 .5% 33.3% 27.2% 28.3%
Column 186 51 3 92
Total 56.0% 15.4% 0.9% 27.7% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Siq.
Pearson 0.162 3 0 . 983
Tau b -0.017 0.74
Table 30 
Gender (1980) and se (1980) 
NYS Data
Use
Male Female Row
1 2 Total
No 0 126 112 238
72.8% 70.4% 71.7%
47 47 94
Yes 1 27.2% 29.6% 28 .3%
Column 173 159
Total 52 .1% 47 . 9% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Siq.
Pearson 0.234 1 0. 629
Phi 0.027 0. 629
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Table 31
Race (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use White Minority Row
1 2 Total
No 0 183 55 238
73.2% 67.1% 71.7%
67 27 . 94
Yes 1 26.8% 32. 9% 28.3%
Column 250 82
Total 75.3% 24.7% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Siq.
Pearson 1.142 1 0.285
Phi 0.059 0.285
Table 32
Parents Separation (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use No Yes Row
1 2 Total
No 0 226 12 238
71.3% 80.0% 71.7%
91 3 94
Yes 1 28.7% 20.0% 28.3%
Column 317 15
Total 95.5% 4.5% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Siq.
Pearson 0.535 1 0.465
Phi -0.040 0.465
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Table 33
Parents Divorce (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use No Yes Row
1 2 Total
No 0 227 11 238
71.4% 78.6% 71.7%
91 3 94
Yes 1 28. 6% 21.4% 28.3%
Column 318 14
Total 95.8% 4.2% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 0.341 1 0.559
Phi -0.032 0.559
Table 34
Parents Remarriage (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use No Yes Row
1 2 Total
No 0 234 4 238
71.3% 100.0% 71.7%
94 0 94
Yes 1 28.7% 0.0% 28.3%
Column 328 4
Total 98.8% 1.2% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 1.599 1 0.206
Phi -0.069 0.206
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Table 35
Parents Death (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use No Yes Row
1 2 Total
No 0 233 5 238
71.7% 71.4% 71.7%
92 2 94
Yes 1 28.3% 28. 6% 28.3%
Column 325 7
Total 97.9% 2.1% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 0.0001 1 0.988
Phi 0.001 0. 988
Table 36
With Whom Living (1980) and Use (1980)
NYS Data
Use Mother and 
Father
Mother
Only
Father
Only
Other Row
1 2 3 4 Total
No 0 110 36 1 91 238
72.8% 72.0% 33.3% 71.1% 71.7%
41 14 2 37 94
Yes 1 27.2% 28.0% 66.7% 28.9% 28 .3%
Column 151 50 3 128
Total 45.5% 15.1% 0.9% 38.6% 332
100%
Chi-Square Value DF Sig.
Pearson 2.299 3 0.513
Tau b 0.020 0.702
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS
The findings of the research suggest that there are 
few significant relationships between family function 
variables and marijuana use among adolescents with 
marijuana using peers. Of the independent variable 
measures from 197 9, only one is significantly related to 
reported marijuana use in 1980: anticipated parental 
reaction to the respondent's use of marijuana. The index 
measure for anticipated parental reaction and importance 
of parental communication is also significantly related 
to marijuana use. These, findings must be treated 
carefully because of the presence of empty cells in the 
analyses.
Of the independent variable measures from 1980, 
honesty with parents and anticipated parental reaction 
are significantly associated with marijuana use in 1980. 
Also significantly related is the index measure for 
honesty with parents, anticipated parental reaction and 
evaluation of parental communication. The dichotomized 
index measure using the same variables is also 
significantly related. These findings also must be
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treated carefully because of the presence of empty cells 
in the analyses.
None of the control variables, including gender, 
race, parental divorce, remarriage or separation, and 
with whom respondent is living from 1979 or 1980 is 
significantly related to marijuana use in 1980.
For some years now, theorists and researchers have 
focused on how deviant peer groups cause or influence 
deviant behavior. Research on the strength of the 
deviant peer group in influencing deviant behavior is 
extensive and persuasive. There is much support for the 
belief that the deviant peer group is the most powerful 
predictor of deviant behavior (see: for example, Conger, 
197 6; Akers, Krohn, Lanza-Kaduce and Radosevich, 197 9; 
Akers and Cochran, 1985; Dembo et al., 1986; Spear and 
Akers, 1988; Akers, Lagreca, Cochran, and Sellers, 1989; 
Sellers and Winfree, 1990; Agnew, 1991; Warr and Stafford 
1991; Warr 1993; Hoffman, 1993). However, there is 
little research that seeks to explain why some youth are 
able to resist the influence of the deviant peer group.
Some research suggests that the family, in 
particular family function, may mediate the effects of 
the deviant peer group (See: Laub and Sampson, 1988; 
Hundleby and Mercer, 1987; Tygart, 1991) However, even 
when family function is considered, deviant peer 
associations are still the most powerful predictors of 
deviant behavior.
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There is no question that the most widely accepted 
sociological explanation of deviant behavior is 
association with deviant peers. However, peer 
associations do not provide a definitive explanation of 
deviance. Herein lies the foundation for an important 
sociological question. Why, and how, do some youth with 
deviant peer associations resist participating in deviant 
behavior?
I began the research with some confidence that I had 
a promising answer. For those who did not use marijuana 
even though they had friends who did, I hypothesized that 
family function would mediate the influence of marijuana 
using peers. However, the results were not what I had 
anticipated.
It appears that some parental relationship variables 
may mediate the effects of marijuana using peers. In 
this research, anticipated parental reaction to reported 
use, honesty with parents, and parental communication 
were the variables found to be related to reported non­
use. However, empty cells in the analyses complicated 
interpretation of the findings. More sensitive and 
qualitatively richer measures of family cohesion, 
communication and parental influence my provide better 
explanations.
More research on the family1s role in inhibiting 
deviant behavior and mediating the effects of deviant
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peers is essential. Researchers should focus on youth 
who are resisting deviant behavior even as they associate 
with deviant peers. Finding variables of family 
relationship that insulate these youth remains a 
promising strategy.
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